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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement filed 12/08/2006 fails to comply with 37 
CFR 1 .98(a)(3) because it does not include a concise explanation of the relevance, as it 
is presently understood by the individual designated in 37 CFR 1 .56(c) most 
knowledgeable about the content of the information, of each patent listed that is not in 
the English language. It has been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendment filed on 08/30/2006 is accepted. Claims 1-30 are cancelled and 
new claims 31-50 are accepted. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) 
because reference character "2" has been used to designate both a tooth on page 9, 

line 5 and a knife on page 9, lines 7 and 23. Further, reference character "8/1 and 8/2" 
have been used to designate both top surface supporting surface on page 9, line 5 and 
placing surfaces on page 10, line 8. 

4. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121 (d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
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prior version of tine sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as 
either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121 (d). If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

5. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The 
specification is replete with terms which are not clear, concise and exact. The 
specification should be revised carefully in order to comply with 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph. Examples of some unclear, inexact or verbose terms used in the 
specification are: Claim 38 has the phrase "the side surfaces of the tooth body taper off 
diagonally upward, taper, respectively taper off..." the bolded terms are unclear. In 
claim 39, the phrase "knife receiving device the outside radius" is missing a term 
between the words "device" and "the" and the term respectively in line 7 should be 
changed. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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7. Claims 31 , 33-34, 37, 40-42, 45 and 47-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragrapin, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Concerning claim 31, it is unclear if the knife receiving device is a 
separate part of the knife holder or part of the tooth body. It is also unclear what 
limitation the phrase "in such a way that recess surfaces occur" (line 8) provides. 
Further the terms wedge shaped and conically (line 7) are indefinite. 
Concerning claim 33, the term "cylinder like" (line 6) is indefinite. 
Concerning claim 34, the terms wedge like and conically (lines 3-4) are 
indefinite. 

Concerning claim 37, it is unclear what limitation the term "preferred 
diameter" (line 6) provides. 

Concerning claim 40, it is unclear how the tooth body can cut the radius of 
the cylinder and further it is unclear what cylinder is being referenced. 

Concerning claim 41, the terms "preferably" (line 4), conically (line 5) and 
"wedge like" (line 6) are indefinite. 

Concerning claim 42, the terms conically and "wedge like" (line 3) are 
indefinite. 

Concerning claim 45, the terms "preferably" (lines 3 and 5) is indefinite. 
Concerning claims 47 and 48, it is unclear which element of the knife 
holder the "first cutting body and a second cutting body" modify or are added to. 
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It is further unclear the relation between these cutting bodies and the tooth body 
and knife. 

8. Claim 48 recites the limitation "the first and second cutting body is disc like" in 
lines 3-4. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

9. Where applicant acts as his or her own lexicographer to specifically define a term 
of a claim contrary to its ordinary meaning, the written description must clearly redefine 
the claim term and set forth the uncommon definition so as to put one reasonably skilled 
in the art on notice that the applicant intended to so redefine that claim term. Process 
Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1357, 52 USPQ2d 1029, 1033 (Fed. 
Cir. 1999). The term "tooth body" in claims 31-43 is used by the claim to mean "tooth 
holder", while the accepted meaning is "tooth holder." The term is indefinite because 
the specification does not clearly redefine the term. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 0. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 1 . Claims 49-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by E.P. 
Patent Application No. 0771911 A1 to Gelai {Gelai). 

Concerning claim 49, Ge/a/ discloses in figure 1 a comminution device (2) 
with multiple knife holders (12). 
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Concerning claim 50, Ge/a/ discloses in figure 8 a number of knife holders 
(40) which are arranged on the comminution cylinder (300) in a staggered 
manner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 3. Claims 31 -48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
D.E. Patent No. 201 16344U to Pizzuto {Pizzuto) which is directly translated by U.S. 
Patent Application No. 2005/0001084 A1 in view of Gelai. 

Concerning claim 31 , Pizzuto discloses, in figure 7 below, a knife holder 
comprising a tooth body (El) which is capable of being fastened on a cylinder 
due to it's shape and a knife body (10) which is able to be attached to the tooth 
body in a positive locking manner through the knife receiving device (60) which is 
a recess which is wedge shaped. Pizzuto does not disclose the receiving device 
having a J shape. 

Gelai, a support for a milling tool, discloses in figure 2 a knife receiving 
device (12) having a J shape. 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to add Ge/a/'s J shape knife receiver to Pizzuto's knife 
holder because this is a simple substitution one receiving structure for another. 

Concerning claim 32, Pizzuto discloses the knife (18) is attached to the 
tooth body (El ) In a fixed, releasable way. The further limitation of at least part 
of the knife can be put in the holder is an alternative structural limitation and thus 
not necessary for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 33, Pizzuto discloses the knife holder (60) is at the front 
end of the tooth body (El ) in the direction of the cutting (see page 2, 1|21 , lines 7- 
8). The further limitations are alternative structural limitation and thus not 
necessary for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 34, Pizzuto discloses the tooth body (El) supports the 
knife flange sides (12 and 58) and an elevation (60). The further limitations are 
alternative structural limitation and thus not necessary for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 35, Pizzuto discloses in figure 7 the tooth body (El ) and 
the knife (18) have shapes which correspond. The further limitations are 
alternative structural limitation and thus not necessary for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 36, Pizzuto discloses In figure 7 the tooth body (El) has 
on Its bottom surface (E2) a centering device which is the curved part of the 
bottom surface which centers the holder on the commutation cylinder. The 
further limitations are alternative structural limitation and thus not necessary for 
rejection purposes. 
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Concerning claim 37, Pizzuto discloses the tooth body (El) and the knife 
(18) have a fastening means (64) which is fixed and releasable. The further 
limitations are alternative structural limitation and thus not necessary for rejection 
purposes. 

Concerning claim 38, Pizzuto discloses the knife is made of metal (page 2, 
H 20, line 9). The further limitations are alternative structural limitation and thus 
not necessary for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 39, Pizzuto discloses in figure 7 the outer radius of he 
tooth body cuts on its side opposite the knife receiving device (60) which is also 
the outside radius of the comminuting cylinder. The further limitations are 
alternative structural limitation and thus not necessary for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 40, Pizzuto discloses the knife is designed as a tooth 
(18 and 16) and the tooth has a radius (38) on its side opposite the tooth body 
(El) which cuts along the radius of the cylinder which the tooth body is attached. 
The further limitations are alternative structural limitation and thus not necessary 
for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 41 , Pizzuto discloses the tooth (18), which is wider than 
the tooth body (El ) has a support region (56) which is supported by the 
supporting body of the tooth body (60) and the support surfaces (50 and 58) run 
conically and are wedge like. 

Concerning claim 42, the structural limitations claimed are encompassed 
by claim 41 since the recess (56) and flat section (68) are designed such that the 
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knife is centered on the tooth body (El); thus claim 42 is rejected for at least the 
same reasons as claim 41 above is rejected. 

Concerning claim 43, while Pizzuto does not discloses two surfaces of the 
knife facing the tooth body and oriented downward to the recess, the combination 
of Pizzuto's tooth body with a J shaped recess disclosed by Galai in claim 31 
would have to have had this structure in so that the knife could mate with the 
tooth body. 

Concerning claim 44, while Pizzuto does disclose the surface facing the 
tooth body oriented downward (68) which are recess counter faces which 
corresponds with the knife, Pizzuto does not disclose that this surface is inclined. 
However it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to make this surface have an incline since there are only a 
few ways to mate the knife and the tooth body and thus it would have been 
obvious to try. 

Concerning claim 45, Pizzuto discloses the tooth (18) has a knife edge 
(20) which is made of two hard metal parts. The further limitations are alternative 
structural limitation and thus not necessary for rejection purposes. 

Concerning claim 46, the structural limitations claimed are encompassed 
by claim 45; thus claim 46 is rejected for at least the same reasons as claim 45 
above is rejected. 

Concerning claim 47, Pizzuto discloses a first cutting body (12) and a 
second cutting body (36) where the first cutting body is flat and planar. 
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Concerning claim 48, Pizzuto discloses both cutting bodies are disc like 
since they each are planar. 




14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew G. Katcoff whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1415. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gary Jackson can be reached on (571 ) 272-4697. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/M. G. K.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 4137 
06/22/09 

/Gary Jackson/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 4137 



